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which return to the Office of the Mayor author-
ity over the city’s nine largest agencies and 
the ability to hire and fire senior managers in 
the government, and return to the City Council 
full authority to approve mayoral appointees 
without control board intervention. I am espe-
cially grateful to Mr. DAVIS for taking Section 
3 of D.C. Democracy 2000, the only section 
that is ripe for consideration at this time. The 
bill accomplishes this transfer of power 
through repeal of the Faircloth attachment to 
the District of Columbia Revitalization and 
Self-Government Improvement Act of 1997, 
which had vested control of the management 
reform of the city’s nine largest agencies with 
the District of Columbia Financial Responsi-
bility and Management Assistance Authority 
(Authority). 

The purpose of the District of Columbia 
Management Restoration Act of 1999 is to en-
sure that the new city administration has suffi-
cient control of the District government to be 
held accountable in preparation for the expira-
tion of the control period. This bill carries out 
the purpose of the Authority Act ‘‘to ensure the 
most efficient and effective delivery of serv-
ices, by the District government during a pe-
riod of fiscal emergency.’’ P.L. 104–8, Title I 
§ 2(b)(2). On January 2nd, Alice Rivlin, for the 
Authority, signed a memorandum of agree-
ment (MOA) delegating authority to the Mayor 
to run the District government to the fullest ex-
tent allowed by existing law. Viewed from the 
front lines of the District government’s present 
progress, the Authority’s considered judgment 
was that a transition to Home Rule through 
the delegation of power to the new Mayor was 
necessary in advance of the transfer of ulti-
mate power at the end of the control period; 
a clean line of reporting authority unmistakably 
identifying the responsible officials was nec-
essary for efficient and effective government 
operational reform; and Mayor Williams, in his 
role as Chief Financial Officer, had already 
demonstrated his capacity to administer com-
plicated operations. 

This section amends existing law to com-
plete a transfer of power that the Authority de-
sired but could not make because of the word-
ing of the statute and, in effect, to place in law 
the MOA. The Authority transferred to the 
Mayor its jurisdiction over nine operating 
agencies, but believed it was unable to return 
the authority to hire and fire department 
heads. In returning this power, the bill seeks 
to enhance and facilitate the Mayor’s ability to 
control managers. It eliminates the possibility 
of an illusion of an appeal to a higher authority 
beyond the Mayor to acquire or retain a posi-
tion. 

The advantage of having a government that 
knows that it and it alone will be fully account-
able cannot be overestimated in a democracy. 
Whatever justification some may have found 
for the denial of self-government has been 
stripped away by the growing fiscal health of 
the District government and its prudence in 
management of its finances and operations. 
Beyond securing more revenue, city officials 
have already shown that they know what to do 
with it. Their decision to use surplus revenues 
to pay down the city’s accumulated deficit 
demonstrates they can and will make tough fi-
nancial choices. In the face of the sacrifices 
that District residents have made and the un-

anticipated surpluses that have been pro-
duced, there is no justification for delaying a 
return to coherent and fully accountable self- 
government. 

I urge my colleagues to support this bill cru-
cial to the continued revitalization of the na-
tion’s capital. 

Mr. Speaker, continuing my reserva-
tion of objection, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) for 
a brief statement. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, this is the culmination really of 
years of determination and dedication 
on the part of the delegate and gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) and of the chairman of 
the D.C. authorizing committee, the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS). 

This is in no way critical of the D.C. 
Financial Control Board, but it is the 
culmination of a vision. It had to start 
with fiscal responsibility. It had to be 
bolstered by economic opportunity. 
But it also had to include responsible 
stewardship. 

We have that responsible steward-
ship, that leadership, in Mayor Wil-
liams. This is a reflection of the fact 
that those who have worked tirelessly 
for the District of Columbia truly be-
lieve in democracy, truly believe that 
the citizens of the District of Columbia 
are capable of governing themselves. 

This gives them that opportunity, 
and if in the future we hope to hold the 
D.C. government responsible for its ac-
tions, we can only do that by giving 
them the authority to make those deci-
sions. You cannot have one without the 
other. You cannot hold them respon-
sible without giving them the author-
ity to make decisions on their own. 
This gives them that authority. 

This is the least we can do for the 
District of Columbia, and, again, this is 
what it was all about. It happened a lot 
sooner than many people expected, but 
I know that it is what the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) had every confidence 
would occur, as did the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. DAVIS). 

I want to particularly thank them. 
As I started my remarks thanking 
them, I conclude my remarks by 
thanking them and I thank those who 
have worked along with them to ensure 
that the District of Columbia will one 
day be the jewel of our democracy, the 
true capital city of our great Nation. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 433 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘District of 
Columbia Management Restoration Act of 
1999’’. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 
Congress finds as follows: 
(1) Among the major problems of the Dis-

trict of Columbia government has been the 
failure to clearly delineate accountability. 

(2) The statute establishing the District of 
Columbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority proved nec-
essary to enable the District to regain finan-
cial stability and management control. 

(3) The District has performed signifi-
cantly better than the Congress had antici-
pated at the time of the passage of the Au-
thority statute. 

(4) The necessity for a financial authority 
has resulted in a diffusion of responsibility 
between the Mayor, the Council, and the Au-
thority pending the time when the District 
government would assume the home rule sta-
tus quo ante. 

(5) This lack of clear lines of reporting au-
thority, in turn, has led to some redundancy 
and confusion about accountability and au-
thority. 

(6) The Authority statute requires the Au-
thority to ‘‘ensure the most efficient and ef-
fective delivery of services, including public 
safety services, by the District government’’ 
and to ‘‘assist the District government in 
. . . ensuring the appropriate and efficient 
delivery of services’’. 

(7) With the coming of a new administra-
tion led by Mayor Anthony Williams, the 
Authority has taken the first step to ensure 
the accountability that will be necessary at 
the expiration of the control period by dele-
gating day-to-day operations over city agen-
cies previously under control of the Author-
ity to the Mayor. 

(8) The Congress agrees that the best way 
to ensure clear and unambiguous authority 
and full accountability is for the Mayor to 
have full authority over city agencies so 
that citizens, the Authority, and the Con-
gress can ascertain responsibility. 

(9) The transition of authority to the new 
administration will take nothing from the 
Authority’s power to intervene during a con-
trol period. 
SEC. 3. RESTORATION OF MANAGEMENT AND 

PERSONNEL AUTHORITY OF MAYOR 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle B of title XI of 
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 (DC Code, 
sec. 47–395.1 et seq.) is repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1604(f)(2)(B) of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 
1997 (Public Law 105–34; 111 Stat. 1099) is re-
pealed. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

PRESIDENTS SHOULD GET AU-
THORITY FROM CONGRESS TO 
SEND TROOPS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, since World 

War II, our presidents have been send-
ing troops overseas without Congres-
sional approval. Prior to World War II, 
it was traditional and constitutional 
that all presidents came to the Con-
gress for authority to send troops. 

Recently, the President has an-
nounced that he will most likely be 
sending thousands of American troops 
under NATO command to Kosovo. I 
think this is wrong. I have introduced 
legislation today that says that the 
President cannot send these troops 
without Congressional approval, mere-
ly restating what the Constitution says 
and how we followed the rules up until 
World War II. 

Three years ago, the President sent 
troops into Bosnia and said they would 
be there for 6 months. They have been 
there now 3 years. We have spent over 
$20 billion. Nobody even asks hardly at 
all anymore when these troops will be 
coming home. 

We have been bombing and inter-
fering with the security of Iraq for now 
over 8 years, and that continues, and 
we do not give Congressional approval 
of these acts. My legislation is simple. 
It just denies funding for sending 
troops into Kosovo without Congres-
sional approval. 

This is not complicated. It is very 
precise and very clear and very impor-
tant that we as a Congress restate our 
constitutional obligation to supervise 
the sending of troops around the world. 

It would be much better for us to 
spend this money that is being wasted 
in Bosnia and Iraq on our national de-
fense. We spend less and less money 
every year on national defense but we 
spend more and more money on polic-
ing the world. I think that policy 
ought to change and it is the responsi-
bility of the Congress, the body that 
has control of the purse strings, to do 
something about this. 

If the President is permitted to do 
this, he does it not because he has con-
stitutional authority but because the 
Congress has reneged on their responsi-
bility to supervise the spending. 

It is a bit ironic now that we are 
sending or planning to send troops to 
Kosovo. We have all read about and 
heard the horrible stories about the 
Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevic, and 
yet our troops going to Kosovo are 
going to be sent with the intention 
that Kosovo cannot be independent; 
that they will not be able to separate 
themselves from Serbia; that they can-
not decide under what government 
they want to live. 

It is also interesting that one of the 
jobs of the troops in NATO, if they go 
into Kosovo, will be to disarm the 
Kosovo Liberation Army. That is hard-
ly good sense. First, it is not good 
sense for us to give the permission or 
renege on our responsibility, but it 
does not make good sense to get in-
volved in a war that has been going on 

for many years, but it certainly does 
not make good sense for us to go in for 
the sole purpose of supporting 
Milosevic. He is the one that has been 
bombing the Kosovars and here we are, 
we want to disarm the liberation forces 
and at the same time prevent Kosovo 
from becoming independent. 

The issue here is money, but there is 
also a bigger issue and that is the re-
sponsibility that we have to decide 
when troops should be sent. Once 
troops are sent into a foreign country, 
it is very difficult for us to bring our 
troops home. 

b 1815 

Troops in Kosovo will not serve the 
interests of the United States. They 
will not help our national security. It 
will drain funds that should be spent 
on national defense. At the same time 
it will jeopardize our national security 
by endangering our troops and raising 
the possibility of us becoming involved 
in a war spreading through the Bal-
kans. This should not occur. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I am asking my fel-
low colleagues to join me in cospon-
soring this legislation just to say that 
it is not the prerogative of the Presi-
dent to send troops around the world 
whenever he pleases. That is the pre-
rogative of the Congress. 

I do know that it has not been stated 
this clearly in the last 40 years, but it 
is about time we did. And besides, one 
thing more, the President has admit-
ted, at least it has been in print, that 
he is likely to place these troops under 
a foreign commander, under a British 
general. 

Mr. Speaker, we do not need this. We 
need to restrain the President’s ability 
to send troops. 

f 

MAKING THE POSTAL SERVICE A 
PARTNER IN ASSURING LIV-
ABILITY OF AMERICA’S COMMU-
NITIES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
one of the most exciting issues that 
has arisen in this new year has been 
that of livable communities. It re-
ceived prominence in the President’s 
State of the Union address. Just this 
last week, on Friday, it was the feature 
article in the National Journal. The 
Saturday New York Times front page 
political memo had again an issue 
about livable communities. It is in 
large part an expression of how govern-
ment can be a partner with citizens, 
with the business community, to try 
and really achieve what it is that 
Americans deeply care about because, 
at heart, Americans care when their 
children go out the door in the morn-
ing that they are safe, they want that 

family to be economically secure, they 
want them to be healthy physically 
and in terms of their environment. 

One example of that partnership that 
can make a difference for livable com-
munities is the impact that the local 
post office has on small and medium 
sized communities particularly around 
the country. The post office is a sym-
bol of how we connect to one another. 
The mail collection and distribution is 
vitally important in terms of commu-
nity dynamic. Time and time again we 
find that post office on Main Street is 
an anchor for that Main Street busi-
ness activity; it is a source of pride for 
people in the local communities; often 
it is a historic structure. 

Unfortunately, when it comes to the 
location of that service, historic post 
offices around the country are being in 
some cases removed from those his-
toric downtown locations. In some 
cases they are being, the post office 
simply has not been the type of neigh-
bor that our communities deserve, and 
it is sadly not unknown for the postal 
service to not play by the same rules 
that the Federal Government imposes 
on others. 

I have a series of examples in my of-
fice where these historic outposts have 
abandoned historic downtown locations 
to be located in a strip mall at the edge 
of town, perhaps without any paved 
sidewalks. Many communities in, for 
example, Portland, Oregon, where I am 
from, there is a lot of work to try and 
plan for the future to be able to pro-
mote a more livable community, and in 
fact the Oregon planning model is her-
alded by some as the most advanced in 
the United States. But despite the no-
toriety, despite the outreach, the Post-
al Service, for instance, was com-
pletely clueless to the work that we 
have been doing in our community to 
plan facilities for the next 50 years. It 
does not have to be that way. 

I am introducing legislation this 
week that would require the Post Of-
fice to obey local land use and planning 
laws, to have them work with the local 
communities before they make deci-
sions that can have such a wrenching 
affect on the fabric of community. I 
find it ironic that in case after case the 
Post Office gives the public more input 
into what version of the Elvis stamp it 
is going to produce than decisions that 
really can be life and death for small 
town America. 

We also have a provision in this bill 
that makes some minor technical ad-
justments over what we had in the pre-
vious session of Congress because we 
have been listening to people in the 
Postal Service and we want to give 
them necessary flexibility. We do not 
want it to be a straightjacket, but we 
do want it to be a model of how Amer-
ica can and should work. 

I would hope that, as we are pro-
moting livable communities around 
the country, that the Federal Govern-
ment will lead by example, by acting 
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